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It is my understanding that the Federal Conll1lUnic~tiol1sCommission is considering a (hange to Vid~o Relay

Service that would gn:'arly discourage the Jnvc~lll1t:nts Lhat have improved VRS service, and delay evcn further the

::functional equivalen(:e" mandated by the Americans with Disabilities Act.

VRS is a life alLering technology for a dcarpersoll. il allows us {Q cOlllll1unicaw in American Sign L~nguage, our

native language, over distance, something that no other technology allows. The passage of the provision in thc

--~--Americanswith.Disabiliti-~ Ae! rC(tuiring-functionaLequi\'alcnc.:~ W:1'> aJandmark for-improving the lives ofd~aL __

people. While VRS holds the promisc orlme funcLiolli.l1 equivalence, there is still much to be done [0 reach lila!

goal, to improvt: VRS service and make it available to more deaf people.

The FCC provided a stable~ predictable, and fair nlte plan Lo VRS providers in 2007 that was to last for three ycnfs.

At the time, the rcc ~,tated clearly that one of the mOlivations behind the three year rate plan was to encourage

providers to invest in bettcr VRS service, berter ~echllology. and better interpreters. It is apparent to VRS users that

VRS service is improving. \Vait timcs for calls ar~ shorter, videophones arc substantially improved, 911 emergency

service is now provided, individual Lelephone numbers i.lrc noW available, and ..-\,e understand th<lt rcsc~rch is

underway on teehnology thar will improve VRS even \,.11of}-. I
~-frl~d' O-t- ....ah.t ()ea, peep e.

II is unthinkable to me as a aeElf~eFgen that the FCC would intentionally hun deaf people by underculLing VRS.

[nstead the FCC should be demanding more improvemems in VRS. Al a lime when Presidelll Obama is insisting on

the availability of broadband, particularly for vulnerable popul.:ulons like rhe deaf: it is astonishing tballhe FCC

would he heading in the opposite direction, cuUing back on.:l bro.:ldband service like VRS that is absolutdy esscntial

to the dear.

The FCC committed to a three year rate pl(lll to improve VRS service. and it has worked. How can rhe rcc now

suggest that it is going to renege on that commitment')

I urge you as strongly as 1canllot to shut down the investmenl and improvements in VRS, and instead 10 make betlet"

VRS a\;~.lilabJe to tnor·~ deaf people.

Sincerely,

Name~J~)~_._Street Address jb3QJJ1er..,) .e{~e... Rd
City, State, Zip cOde_-.E1l1.5jcm) \fLJ<><_tfl.-'o-"-'g'"'--''2 _
E-mail Address:---.DreArY>Q..2@<&~_L-.Co~.LLm!._\- _
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11 is my understanding that the F~deral COlIlmunicariolls COlllmission is considering a change to Video Relay

Service thai would gre,ltly discourage the investments [hal have improved VRS service, and dday evell further the
;;fullctional equivalence" mandated by the Americans with Disabilities Act.

VRS is a life ahering lc<:lmology rOf a d~arperson. II allows us (0 coTlllnUllicate in American Sign Langu<lge, oLir
native language, over distance, something that no other technology allows. The passage ofllle provisioll in the

Americans with Disabilities Act requiring functional equivalence was a landmark for improving the lives of deaf
--- .- --people:--While VRS h~)lds thepromise of truertJJ1clional equivalence. there is still l~lUl:h (0 be done [~-rea-ch tha-t ---­

gonl, [Q improve VRS service and make it availablc \I) more deaf people.

The FCC provided a stable, predictable, and fair rate plan to VRS providers in 2007 that was to lasr for llm~c )'cars.
At the time, the FCC stated clearly that one orthc motivations behind the three year rate plan waS to cncouri.lg,e
providers [Q invest in better VRS service, better technology, and bet1cr interprclers. It is apparent to VRS users that
VRS service is improving. Wail limes for calls are shorter, videophones are substantially improved, 911 emergency
service is now provide-d, individuallelcpltone Ilumbers are now availabk, and we undersrand that n:se~\l'ch is
underway on technology that will improve VRS even more. r 1

1l-rhR. ~,,;vJ of l>vt"yde.<>.T fe-of! e-
It is unthinkable to me asoB dCdfpcJ3aH-thnt the FCC would intcntlOnally hurt di.':Jfpeople by undercuLling VRS.
Instead thc FCC should be demanding more improveml:lHs in VRS. At a time when President Obama is insisting all
the availability of broadband, particularly for vulnerable populations like (he deaf, it is astonishing that the fCC
would bl: heading in the opposite direction, culting back on a broadband servk'c likt· VRS that is absolutely esselltial
to the de(lf.

The FCC committed to a threc yenr r~lle plan to improvl: VRS service, anel it has worked. How can the FCC now
suggesL that it is going to renege on that commitmenl?

I urge you as strongly us I cannot to shut dO\\1l thc invcstment and improvements in VRS, and instead 10 make bettcr
VRS available lo rnnn~ deafpeoplc.

Sincerely,

Name VieJbr

D
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It is my understanding that the Federal Communications Commission is considering a change to Video
Relay Service that would greatly discourage the investments that have improved VRS service, and delay

even further the "functional equivalence" mandated by the Americans with Disabilities Act.

VRS is a life altering technology for a deaf person. It allows us to communicate in American Sign
Language, our native language, over distance, something that no other technology allows. The passage of

the provision in the Americans with Disabilities Act requiring functional equivalence was a landmark for
improving the lives of deaf people. While VRS holds the promise of true functional equivalence, there is
still much to be done to reach that goal, to improve VRS service and make it available to more deaf

people.

The FCC provided a .;table, predictable, and fair rate plan to VRS providers in 2007 that was to last for
three years. At the time, the J;'CC stated clearly that one of the motivations behind the three year rate plan

was to encourage providers to invest in better VRS service, better technology, and better interpreters. It is

apparent to VRS users that VRS service is improving. Wait times for calls are shorter, videophones are

substantially improved, 91 t emergency service is now provided, individual telephone numbers are now
available, and we understandJhat research is underway on technology that will improve VRS even more.

I
It is unthinkable to me as a de,af person that the FCC would intentionally hurt deaf people by undercutting
VRS. Instead the FCC shoul~ be demanding more improvements in VRS. At a time when President
Obama is insisting on the availability of broadband, particularly for vulnerable populations like the deaf,

it is astonishing that the FCCwould be heading in the opposite direction, cutting back on a broadband
service like VRS that is absol)ltely essential to the deaf.

The FCC committed to a three year rate plan to improve VRS service, and it has worked. How can the

FCC now suggest that it is going to renege on that commitment?

I urge you as strongly as I cannot to shut down the investment and improvements in VRS, and instead to

make better VRS available to more deaf people.

Sincerely, ,;I
Nam~dJ~ Street Address::1It1~~ _

City, State, Zip Code ~~ 0/1 91/S,513
)

E-mail Address:!iJVEt.JP()D (j) CtJlUi-I's-r; YET
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It is my understanding that the Federal Communications Commission is considering a change to Video

Relay Service that would greatly discourage the investments that have improved VRS service, and delay
even further the "fun<:tional equivalence" mandated by the Americans with Disabilities Act.

VRS is a life altering technology for a deaf person. It allows us to communicate in American Sign

Language, our native language, over distance, something that no other technology allows, The passage of

the provision in the Americans with Disabilities Act requiring functional equivalence was a landmark for
improving the lives of deaf people, While VRS holds the promise of true functional equivalence, there is

still much to be done to reach that goal, to improve VRS service and make it available to more deaf

people,

The FCC provided a :;table, predictable, and fair rate plan to VRS providers in 2007 that was to last for
three years, At the time, the FCC stated clearly that one of the motivations behind the three year rate plan

was to encourage providers to invest in better VRS service, better technology, and better interpreters, It is
apparent to VRS users that VRS service is improving, Wait times for calls are shorter, videophones are

substantially improved, 911 emergency service is now provided, individual telephone numbers are now
available, and we understand that research is underway on technology that will improve VRS even more,

It is unthinkable to me as a deaf person that the FCC would intentionally hurt deaf people by undercutting

VRS, Instead the FCC should be demanding more improvements in VRS, At a time when President
Obama is insisting on the availability of broadband, particularly for vulnerable populations like the deaf,

it is astonishing that the FCC would be heading in the opposite direction, cutting back on a broadband

service like VRS that is absolutely essential to the deaf,

The FCC committed w a three year rate plan to improve VRS service, and it has worked, How can the

FCC now suggest that it is going to renege on that commitment?

I urge you as strongly as [ cannot to shut down the investment and improvements in VRS, and instead to
make better VRS available to more deaf people,

Nu. 01 Cr~~;es r8c'd,__-,OL-_~
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It is my understanding that the Federal Communications Commission is considering a change to Video
Relay Service that would greatly discourage the investments that have improved VRS service, and delay

even further the "functional equivalence" mandated by the Americans with Disabilities Act.

VRS is a life altering technology for a deaf person. It allows us to communicate in American Sign

Language, our native language, over distance, something that no other technology allows. The passage of

the provision in the Americans with Disabilities Act requiring functional equivalence was a landmark for
improving the lives of deaf people. While VRS holds the promise of true functional equivalence, there is

still much to be done to reach that goal, to improve VRS service and make it available to more deaf

people.

The FCC provided a stable, predictable, and fair rate plan to VRS providers in 2007 that was to last for

three years. At the time, the FCC stated clearly that one of the motivations behind the three year rate plan
was to encourage providers to invest in better VRS service, better technology, and better interpreters. It is

apparent to VRS users that VRS service is improving. Wait times for calls are shorter, videophones are

substantially improved, 911 emergency service is now provided, individual telephone numbers are now
available, and we understand that research is underway on technology that will improve VRS even more.

[t is unthinkable to me as a deaf person that the FCC would intentionally hurt deaf-people by undercutting

VRS. Instead the FCC should'be def!1anding more improvements in VRS. At a time when President
Obama is insisting on the availability of broadband, particularly for vulnerable populations like the deaf,

it is astonishing that the FCC would be heading in the opposite direction, cutting back on a broadband

service like VRS that is absolutely essential to the deaf.

The FCC committed to a three"year rate plan to improve VRS service, and it has worked. How can the

FCC now suggest that it is going to renege on that commitment?

I urge you as strongly as I canI!0t to shut down the investment and improvements in VRS, and instead to
make better VRS available to more deaf people.

Sincerely,

do'S 3 SI flh,ll; p&u.e;r
City, State, Zip Code.~l--"..-""-"-'--"-"""--+--'-''f-.'-~_'1_.Ll¥5............,,--,-,39~~~~~~~~_
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It is my understanding [hat the Federal Communications Commission is considering a change to Video Relay

Service that would greatly discourage the investments that have improved VRS service, and delay even further the

"functional equivalence" mandated by the Americans with Disabilities Act.

VRS is a life altering technology for a deaf person. It allows communication in American Sign Language, the native
language ofa deafperson;oveFdistance, something that no other technology allows. The passage of the provision

in the Americans with Disabilities Act requiring functional equivalence was a landmark for improving the lives of

deaf people. While VRS holds the promise of true functional equivalence, there is still much to be done to reach

that goal, to improve VRS service and make it available to more deaf people.

The FCC provided a stable, predictable, and fair rate plan to VRS providers in 2007 that was to last for three years.

At the time, the FCC stated clearly that one of the motivations behind the three year rate plan was to encourage

providers to invest in better VRS service, better technology, and better interpreters. It is apparent to VRS users that

VRS service is improving. Wait times for calls are shorter, videophones are substantially improved, 911 emergency

service is now provided, individual telephone numbers are now available, and we understand that research is

underway on technology that will improve VRS even more.

It is unthinkable to me that the FCC would intentionally hurt deaf people by undercutting VRS. Instead the FCC

should b~ demanding more improvements in VRS. At a time when President Obama is insisting on the availability

ofbroadband, particularly for vulnerable populations like the deaf, it is astonishing that the FCC would be heading

in the opposite direction, cutting back on a broadband service like VRS that is absolutely essential to the deaf.

The FCC committed to a three year rate plan to improve VRS service, and it has worked. How can the FCC now

suggest that it is going 1:0 renege on that commitment?

I urge you as strongly as I can not to shut down the investment and improvements in VRS, and instead to make

better VR~?~'!iLable to more deaf people.",' .- -

Sincerely; , ,

~ame.MO\\Y Eln27;wd StreetAd~ess:~' 'tranWe\\ IT.

Ci~,State,ZiPcode.B\a~burgI VA 2-1C>6 -C:'
E-mail Address:~h 77ard l (J l ehotr-na\\. c..ern

No o{ !""'iao r"-~'d Q• • '- ......:...... _' C:;u '..c....---J_r..L _

UstA SC DE

H


